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I aift delighted again to be tneeting V7ith members of the 
Ainci-icari Association of School Administrators, and I am 
especially pleased to share the platform with ray good friend 
and distinguished colleague, Congressman Al Quie of Minnesota. 

AxP.d our moderator today is another old friend and one of 
America's outstanding television news coin:?,entators , which 
makes me realize, Al, that our meeting here today is really 
just one more edition of Agronsky & Co/.*I 

We meet at an extraordinary' time in the life of our country. 

Problems of Watergate, energy, inflation all these and 
others have combined to diminish the confidence of many 
Americans in the institutions of our society and, in particular, 
in the institutions of government. 

And we all knov: that our institutions of education have not 
been immune from the expressions of apprehension that have become 
increasingly commonplace in recent months. 

Yet I think it also fair to say that, if judged by the con- 
tinuing and rising demand for opportunities to learn, most 
Americans axe still deeply committed to the proposition that 
education is essential to their own individual futures and to 
the future of our country. 



So dospite the troubles that h.'-vc c^fflictcd the entire nation 
these last months and years and will, without doubt, continue to 
plague us, I also remain convinced that education of quality and 
access to it are indispensable to the lives of our citizens and 
the fabric of our free society. 

And, therefore, I believe that what you as leaders of the 
schools of our land do is crucial, and that's why I am glad to 
be here today v;ith members of the American Association of School 
Administrators and to have the opportunity to talk with you about 
the future Federal interest in education. 

Like Al Quie, I speak as a member for many years of that 
committee of the Rouse of Representatives with primary responsi- 
bility for w-riting legislation to support education, from pre- 
school to graduate school and beyond. 

And what I want to do today is talk to you about some 
aspects of the Federal role of education in the immediate 
future as well as to take a look a little further down the road. 

I shall not here take time to review the entire spectrum 
of v:ays in vjhich the Federal goverament supports education at 
several different level s • 

Rather, I want to say something of the major current legis- 
lation in wfiich I know that many of you, as school administrators, 
will have an interest, the bill to extend the Filamentary and 
Secondary Education Act. 

Then, I v:ant to say something of some othca- major legis- 
lation on \vhich I believe we should soon be acting, such as the 
education of handicapped children and early cliildhood development. 



And, finally, I want to speak of two develop.T.ents that 1 
believe to be of particular significance to the future of educa- 
tion in this country, the National Institute of Education and 
the National Coinmission on Financing Post Secondary Education. 

Let ine turn, first, to the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act extension, the i^vaasure with \vhich Al Quie and 
1 and our colleagues have been v:rcstling nov for ir.any r.onths. 

As you kno\;, the full C^-vn-nittee on rvJucation r.nd Labor 
earlier this month favorably reported this bill, by a vote of 
31 to 4, and I am h»opeful that the House will vote on it soon 
and approve it» 

For the nation's schools and tlie children who attend than 
need the assistance it provides. 

First, let me list the principal not all provisions 

of H,R, 69 as reported: 

1. An extension of the Title I prc7:ran: for three rr.^ve 
years vitii an updating of its forr.ula for distribut- 
ing its funds and the inclusion of several improve- 
ments in its ac:iiini:Stration* 

.2. Consolidation of. several categorical Fcdoral aid pro- 
gr$-^)S into two broad prot;ra:7iS. 

3* Extension of the i:npact aid programs for one r:.ore 
year. 

. Extension of the Adult Education Act. 

5. The creation of a new Cor-:Tiunity Education program. 

6. An extension of the Education of the Handicapped Act 
progr.-^ni. 

7. An extension of the Bilingual Education Act, 



8. A Gtudy of the need for enrly funding of education 
programs. 

9. An authorisation for the calling of the VJliite House 
Conference on Education in 1975. 

I want now to talk particularly about the revision of the 
Title I formula, a revision shaped in large part as a result of 
the effort of Al Quie and ne and oth«ers concerned to assure the 
greatest possible effectiveness and greatest possible fairness 
in achieving the purposes of Title I, namely, to remind you, to 
improve the education of educationally deprived children in 
school districts with concentrations of low-income families. 

It is, perhaps, appropriate that Al and I should be meet- 
ing with you today because only this morning there became 
available the text of the report of the Committee on Education 
and Labor on the Elementary and Secondary Education Amendments 
of 1974, and therefore, as I speak to you about Title I and other 
provisions in the bill, I shall from time to time quote directly 
or paraphrase language from that report in order to be sure 
to give you the most accurate interpretation I can of what our 
Committee has done. 

As you know, the present law provides that local school 
districts receive Title I grants based on the number of children 
in those districts from families with incomes under $2,000 a 
year, according to the decennial census, and on the number of 
children from families with incomes over $2,000 from payinents 
under the Federal program of Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (AFDC). 



Each school district's entitlornent is computed by multi- 
plying the total number o£ children from these two categories 
by one half the state or iK^tional aver^^ge per pupil expendi- 
ture for elementary and secondary education, whichever is 
higher. 

U^en the Title I formula was written in 1905, it was 
thought that the best method for distributing funds would 
be to use census data to determine numbers of children from 
poverty families since that data were thought to be the most 
nationally uniform and generally reliable. 

But since census data are collected only once a decade, 
there was need for an updating factor to be annually applied 
to the data, and that updater was written into the original 
law as the portion of the formula which counts AFDC children. 

But over the years, the AFDC children counted under the 
formula have grown such an extant that they have overwhelemed 
the children counted from the census. 

In Fiscal 1966, 10% of the Title I children were AFDC 
children. In the present fiscal year, they will total over 60% 
of the children. 

So an imbalance in the way Title I foi'mula distributes 
funds has resulted from this growth in the number of AFDC 
children. The reason is that not all states have been able to 
add more and more AFDC children annually to their total count 
of Title I children. Studies have shown that the v;ealthier 
a state, the more likely it is that its level of AFDC payments 
will be high and, therefore, that it will ^ able to add AFDC 



chUdrcn under Title I. 

Back in 1970, Title I vas orr»andcd to avoid this situation by 
providing; that the; I'acjily incc:n^* below which children v.'onld be counted 
from the census was to be raised to $3,000 a year Cind then to $A,000 a 
year in n grnd;iar.ed fashion, depending; on increased appropriations. 

But t!ie appropriations for Title I, unfortunately, did not increase 
sufficiently, and r^o we have the present situation, suill $2,000, 

The Committee bill niakes a substantial decrease in the nunber of 
AFDC children who will be counted for purposes of the fon::'jla by adopting 
a ir.ore updated definition of poverty for the census co\rnt and by only 
countin^^ AFDC children above tnat definition as currently updated. Under 
tiie forr.ula in the CorrjTiittee bill, only 2/3 of the AFDC children above 
the current definition of poverty will be counted. 

So I should try here to iT;ake clear that the coir.rnittee bill would 
reduce thr. use of AFDC counts for distributing Title I fvmcs because of 
what uhe co::;niittee perceived to V-e the ini-q-:itable stributi on of funds 
which has r*sultc-d over-th-^ last several >c:.rs. 

There was one other reason* The co-.riT-iittee believed that the AFDC 
program in its present state docs not provide accurate or reliable figures 
on poverty througViout the country. 

As you all know, there is a \^xctat variety in the level of AFDC 
payr.ients across the country as well as in the inethods of adinlnictcring 
these pro^ran^So These facts mean that AFDC statistics present &on:e 
difficulties In th^t the great importance these figures have gained over 
tha years in the Title I formula has led to what so:ue .•".embers of our conmitte 
felt to he J serio\:s imbalance a';'ong the states. 
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Let: mc £3vo ycu c:^a^.;;^le of \^hpX I rr;enn becr\a.^e tho.rc hr.s been 
a p.ood deal, in my viev;, of. distortion ^^nd raisrcpresontation i.n some 
public accour.tt) of the purpose of what our corr/aittcc did in seeking to 
make rore equitable the Title I forauila. 

Net; Yor'.c State, for . e:-:arr;plc , ;-?;js eligible for alniost four titnes 
as nuch Title I aszidav.cc during Fisccsl ISV^'j as w^is Texas (18% for Ncv/ 
York as co.r.parec! co 4'^^ for Texas). 

Yet TeMr3s has only si ightly less the total number of school 
c::ilr!ren ir; tV;j covr/cry as Nev; York (5.9% as cor.:pGriJC to 7,4?'l). 

^ viL-ici-^al r-riscn N^v Yrrl: is eligible to recoive so n;uch 
r.ore aid is th^ic it r.nhos hit,her pay.Ticnts in its 

AFirC prc^rnr;! than Toxas av.d h.i5 chorofcre bv-^en able co add during the 
lr3t C:Isht ye^rs 5-A,000 A7DC children to its total count cf Ti*:le I 
elir.ible chflcrer. v/hil^ T^::cis has cr.ly been able to add 51,300, 

1 arn perfcctily av7are th<it v;e are not here discusoinr; a ger.cral- 
ai'l forv:uln but I think it aoncitheVjSS true that these figures give ycu 
se.T.e i-'^ea of the di."% tcrtloi-iS crer^t-^J by the prcoont formula. 

Then there is another difficulty. The present Title I for^-^ula hcs 
not cr.ly the ;. roMe3S I hsve just r.entioned with respect to the count of 
ch:!c!rt:n, osit ihe sccoiv^ pnrt o: the forrr.ula, the ^p.y..\nr.t rate of these 
children, a?^ T h^vt oarli-i^r s:;r;,--j5t:eo, h^,-: also rroduccJ sorr.e Inequities. 

As you kr.o'v;, under present la'v', school districts are cli^ihlc to 
r'*::ceivc either one hal J the state or on:> half the national average 
r::nonuiture for education for each Title I child, wliichcver is higher, 

erJc 



Bccrtuse there is no rr.cMir.Mm on t'he a!Tiv\::<t vr;icr. a t?,';t:(i ccn 
receive, this <u.pect of the forr.'.ula h.-^s al^o co'.itrib'Jted to a dis- 
tortion in t;:o riistribution of Title I funds s.:\orig the st.-^tc?,-, 

i%ew Yofk, for ir,r.cwic<i^ is elisible to receive i?772 per child 
vhile Califcrnia is clis;lhlc to rc'ccivo only $^65 per child. 

Yot tVit^rc x-^ould h-3 few who vrould contrnd th.it it costs that 
Duch less to live in C^.lifornia th;5n in a siiiJilsr area in !Jew York. 

But the result of this p^rt of the formula is thr.t ICew York 
is this year receiving nearly twice riS much rrioney as Crilifornia 
($21S rrillion as opposed to $121 million) although the two states have 
approxiTTately the sar:e nuvr.ber of Title I children. 

In light of the^e ccnsicerotions , our cc>rrr,ittee TiricrrJed the 
Title I fGrir.ule to proride what we believe to he a rriCre equitable 
distribution of funds, ■ 

I'ru'er r.!te coxniittve amcndr^ent, which I offered, v?ith the 
support of -ir. Quis^ each school ui5'>t:'rict will be able to count the 
nurroer of chilc'rsn vithia the school district '^ho :.re fro:, r5..r'lir?s 
considered poor according, to the decennial census usin^ the official 
Fedrral definition of poverty known as the Orsh^nsky Index, 

School districts will also be able to add each year 2/3 of 
those children from families receiving an incoire [rc:n payci.nts under 
the AFI>3 pro£:ra-n in oxceJ^s of the current Federal definition of 
poverty. 



To crn»:inuOj cnch school oir.Hrict's f:or.;>l :voi:.b:'r of chiUjron 
is Lo be npjluipllod by AOZ of the f.tntc .-svOiTP^c per pupil <:::ponc]i tuvc 
for education, except that if any state's average expcacM t::ro is le5;r; than 
80?e of the national .'n'ernt^e o>:pen:Uture , school districts in thot state 
vill be entitle*^ to ''40^0 of 307„ of the nntioniil cverrijc per pupil cxponcliturc • 

If state's average per pupil expenditure is in exf^oss of 120/c of 
the national ravcr r.ge expenoiturr^ , school districts wiihii; that state will 
be entitled to a payment equal to 40^c of 120/L of the national avc^-age per 
pupil expenditure, 

A major reason the cor.i.-riittee adopted this new payir^.'rnt rate is that 
wc think it reflects much more accurately the differences in providing 
conpensatory education thronshout the country than does the present law. 
r'or cxcnple, the actual salsry cost of providing classrcc^n^ instruction in 
N-:.w York State in 1972 ^\is $11,830, only slightly over 207; of the national 
average, But mincer the present law, Kew York is getting clipost 407o more 
than the national avcrar-e p^r pupil cxper.d iture . 

That's why the coi-vlttee adopted 1207; of the n^tion-.l avi-rr^'? per 
pupil expenditure as the Tr.axirr.u'm payoant rate for the Title I prOj^ram. 
This ir.axir.iura will still allow higher spending states, such as Kov; York, 
to receive an adequate additional corripensatlon for their Title I program 
but it will not allow tliat additional payment to get out of liand to the 
detriiTient of the other states ^ 

Kow I reali/ce that this modification in the payirent rate'^vill 
also mean that the poorest states will be er.titlcd to less 
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per stiiJc-nt tl;nn tlicy are iu)W reccivins ^li^^f-^*-'!-* t:hc present 
law (onc-hnlf the national r.vorn^c)* 

But the morit in the chanye of the pviyr.iont rate is that 
it \;i].l roduce tlic cxtreiiies in payments beiii^; rr.ndc under the 
present law and v;ill group tiie states closer to a national 
avcra^;e paj-.r.i^nt per student. 

The poorer states v:ill still receive more per student 
than they are actually spending while the richer states will 
still receive niore than the national average expenditure per 
student* . But the extremes in payments will be elii;iinated. 

The purpose in shifting to an updated definition in 
poverty for counting children and in dir.rli;ishing the 
inportance of the AFDG figures is to restore the balance 
that was present in the original Title I pro^ran, 

T'ne r.iore accurate and uniform national census data 
will again be the. principal basis for the dii; tr ibution of 
Title I inon?y and the rather eratic AFDC data will he used 
as a less important modifier of that data, 

1 should say here a word about the definition of 
poverty to be used in th.e formulae 

In 1973 that definition of poverty v/as $/f,200 for a 
non-farm fa-T^ily of four and it is arrived at by using the 
o.ri^jihal Orshansky Index of poverty as updated by annual 
increases in the consnr.er price index. 
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Tl;o re;i::on tlu? ccx.l:;: L'too a>;oi»Lc-cl tli-.i Orshanr^ky Index 
of poverty for coiint:i.n-j the nr.'.boi; of Tltlo I children is 
that it is tha mc''>l' nccurato r.;o:'.suro of poverty providing; 
data at the count:y, state and national Iwols* 

Moreover, the Or:ii;a:i5:ky Index is the measure of 
poverty adopted by t!ic Fedcrr.l ^ov-: rnr.ent in 1969 a:; the 
official dcfinitioa of poverty and it is now widely used 
in the [;Dvern:;:ent • 

You vill also be intere.^tcd to kno%?, I an sure, that 
the Cor :!ii;*^ee included a ^'h.oh'-ha:;:.:lc.ss" provision, vhereby 
no sc;:ool district \;ill receive loso in any liscnl year than 
83% of tiie ir.oney i'C received in the preceding fiscal year. 

I should liUa now also to say a word about another 
ane:id:r,ent , which J. also offered, which I believe can prove 
nost :;elpful to Conr^ress and the educational corur.unity in 
our iiT:deri?tandin;^ of Title I programs and other similar 
conpensatory education pro^ran^s. 

My ar.iend.vj^nt vrould authori::e the Kational Institute of 
Education to conduct a cc:.:prehensive revie;; of cor.ncnsatory 
education pro^r/'/ns and to r»tudy alternative r^ethodsibr 
distributing such funds. 

In addition, ti:e provision authorir-os NIK to conduct 
c:qjerir.;cnts for the purpose of evaluatin^;^ these alternative 
nethod.s. 

One of the re::] problem our CounUtee encountered in 
considorino II. R. 69 v/a.s the difficulty in obtaining; reliable 
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and useful inf orrr..ition about coMponsatory education prograir.s, 
especially about their effectiveness and about alternative 
methods for distributina such noney. 

The study provided in the Corr.mittee bill \;ould call for 
an e:-:ai;rination of all such programs, not only those provided 
under Title I but state pro^ra^.s as \;ell^ 

The KIE is directed to study the fundan:ental purposes of 
compensatory education progra.r.s, evaluate tiioir effectiveness 
in attaining these purposes and reviev as veil the effect of 
concentrating such funds in the areas of readinj; and 
niatherr.atics . 

The anendr.ent also authorir-cs KIE to lock at alternative 
cethods for distributing the nonies, including r.ethocis based 
on poverty and r.Ouhods ba5>ad on procedures to assess 
educational disacvanta^e. 

The bill proviccs a separate a'v'.Lhoriwation of S15 nillion 
for the NIE to meet the research costs of the study and to 
submit an interim report to Congress no later than Decenber 31, 
1976, s5.x nonths before the expiration of Title I, v;ith a 
final report due no later than nine months thereafter • 

I am j^oing to leave to Ccn^ress:nan Quie, v;b.o authored 
the ar.evidnent , the task of explaining another provision in 
the bill v;hich vould allow local school districts the option 
of waiving the poverty requiroir.ent of prcr>ent law regarding 
the choosing of Title I schools and allo*.;ins school districts 



instead to choose tlie schools using other neans of determining 
educational 1 disadvantage . 

I want now to refer to another provision of the bill 
*^*- vhich sone of you vill have a particular interest, the 
-called consolidation amandiTient . 

The Cc:::::vlttce agreed to an a::.ondr.:ont vhich consolidates, 
under ceriiain conditions, seven catcTjorical prc2rai?.s and 
tv.'o broad purpose pro^^rans. 

The school library program (Title II of ESE-^) , the 
cquiprr.eat: program (Title III, I-^DrlA), and the guidance and 
counseling prograrr. (part of Title III, ESEA are to be 
consolidated into the first broad category: library and 
ins.truction.-i I rcsoui-ces . 

The innovation program (the rer^ainder of Title III, 
ESEA), the dropout prevention and the health and nv.crition 
programs (Title VIII o£ lSZA) and t:he pro::rc:- of aid to 
S^ate Departments of Education (Title V of ZSEA) are to be 
consolidated into the second broad category: innovation 
and support services. 

I should hiere point out, V^ovrever , that these 
consolidations v;ill only go into effect if the total 
appropriations provided for the;n during the first fiscal 
year is at least equal to the aggregate amount appropriated 
for the seven separate programs during the preceding fl^rxal 
year. For each year thereafter, the consolidc'^-tions v;ill 
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only be carried out if the approprintions for that year 

are at least equal to the appropriations for the consolidations 

of the previous fiscal year. 

Ohvioiis'ly, the poii^.t of this condition is to i^j'^arantcc 
tiict the sar;.c total ar-cinit of nonies is proviccc! for there 
purpor^cs as r-cire provicied in the separate catc.\orical 
prograir.3. The Corjr.ittce cid not believe that consolicacion 
should be u^-ed to retrench the ?ederal CGinn^itiv.cnt on aid to 
these several nrcgrap.s. 

Let r:e here, ncv:, sa\' a vord about a ncv title added 
to the bill, knov;n as the Cor.-'.r.unity Education Develop::vent 
Act of 1974o 

The purpose of this nev prov;ra:n is to provide sor;e 
modest Federal assistance to states and local school 
districts to establish ccr.v.unity education prcrraTiS and 
to i;:.prcvc c::istir.2 ones. 
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By conimunity education prcgram, the CoTumittee means the use 
of the public school or so-ie other available public building in the 
coinnunlty, after regular school hours, to provide a pL^ce where 
all members of the comniunity, from preschool children to senior 
citizens, can come to learn. 

The first year of this new program is to be devoted to planning 
at both the Federal and state levels, with $1 million ai:thorli;ed for 
Fiscal 1975 for planning grants to the states. 

Beginning v^ith Fiscal Year 1975, $12,5 million is authorized 
for grants to states for allocation to local school districts for 
such oro.^rarpjS, a nd $15 million is aathori^ed for the fiscal Year 
1977. 

I ought here to point out that Federal aid under this program 
v:ould be li:wited to conrr.unity education programs that provide 
cd'jcat i "'nal , recreational and cultural activities. 

Let me here say as well a word about the Education of the 
Handicapped Act, which, under another provision of the bill extending 
ESEA, v?ill be continued for three more years at a total v-^uthorir:a tion 
over that time of $516.5 million. 

Our Committee felt it essential to make clear our support 
for the Federal commitment to the education of handicapped 
children, of which I shall say more in a mom.ent. 

Although there are many other items in the bill of which I might 
speak, I shall take a moment only to add that the Committee also 
authori;;ed a V/hite House Conference on Education to be held in 

1976 for the purpose of stim.ulating national asse^^sment of the 
condition and needs of education in this country and to develop 
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recornr.endacions from such an assessment* 

Unlike previous 'white House Conferences on a variety of national 
issues, the one to be established under the bill just reported would 
provide for the appointn^ent of several members of the planning 
conmittee by the Speaker of the House and the President Pro Teapore 
of the Senate as well as by the President. It was the feeling of 
r.er.bers of the Corunittee that the time has co:ae for more meaningful 
participation by Ivembers of Congress in organizing conferences 
with such potential significance for public policy. 

Now I should like, if I may, to say a word about a couple of 
other areas in wliich I have considerable interest and which come 
within the jurisdiction of the Subcommittee I have the honor to chair. 

I said a moinent ago that in the ESEA bill just approved ^ we 
proposed to extend the Educacion of the Handicapped Act. 

But you and I knovj that this legislation in and of itself has 
really not proved adequate to meeting the needs of handicapped children 
in the United States. 

Even with the present pattern of Federal support, only 40 percent 
of the handicapped children are nov? being served, and it has become 
increasingly difficult for the families of handicapped children 
to meet the exceptionally high cost of special education. 

Moreover, as a recent Rand Study showed, Federal programs to 
assist the handicapped are marked in many cases by a lack of focus 
and direction. 

For these reasons, but in particular because of the concern some 
of us had to assure tfiat handicapped children are given a more 
equitable oppor!:unity at an education. Senator Harrison ir'illiams of 
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this state of New Jersey, the distinguished Chairman of the Senate 
Conimittee on Labor and Public Welfare, and I have introduced 
legislation of which I should like to say just a word to you. 

It is based in no small part on the needs I have just cited, but 
also on the pattern of recent State Supren^e Court decisions whereby 
courts have held that handicapped children have a constitutional 
right to an education just as do normal children. 

Our bill would provide Federal funds to states with which to 
reimburse local school districts for up to 3/4 of the excess costs 
of educating handicapped over normal children. 

We have, as it were, taken into account the finding of many 
experts that it costs at least twice as much, or more, to educate 
handicapped as normal children, 

I hope that my subcommittee can consiaer this proposal this 

year. 

Another area of great interest to me and some of my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle is that of early chilciiiood dcvel opm.ent. 

Many of you may recall that in 1971 Congress passed the 
Comprehensive Child Development Bill, which Senator VJalter Mondalc 
of Minnesota and I sponsored, v/hich was aimed- at making good . 
on the commitment President Nixon once eloquently voiced about the 
need to make a nat iona 1 commitment to providing heal thf ul and 
stimulating development to all American children during the first 
five years of life. 

But you will undoubtedly recall, too, that President Nixon 
vetoed this legislation. 
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Several rr.enibers of tr.y subcoiTiinittee and I believe that ve should 
again consider legislation to provide the kind of development of v^hich 
the President spoke • And several of us on both sides of the aisle 
and in botli the Ilour^e and Senate are continuing our deliberations 
with an eye toward shapj.ng some proposal which, hopefully, can win 
both bipartisan support in Congress and the support of the '.rhite 
House. 

I should here point out that when we used the phrase, 
^^comprehensive childhood development," we did so advisedly. VJe 
wanted to make clear that we had in mind not only the cognitive 
development of the child , but his emotional , physical and 
nutritional growth as well* 

And we also, I should here make clear, felt then--and 1 still 
feel --deeply con\:'.:itted to the proposition that such prograr.s 
should provide for parental invol vetnent in planning and operating 
the prograinj^ and that such programs sliould be entirely voluntary. 

Another area which is within the jurisdiction of ray subcor»imi ttee 
and in which I know a number of you have an interest is educational 
tecb.nolo:::y ) and I wish that I had time here to go into a 
discussion of that subject, but I do not. 

Rather I would like to conclude those remarks by saying a word 
about two other developments which I believe arc of considerable 
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significance to the future of education of the United States. 

I want first to say something of the National Insuitue of 
Education. 

Tnis agency, first proposed by President Nixon in 1970 and 
strongly championed by a coalition of DeiTiocrats and Republicans 
in Congress, is now the major Federal venture for supporting re- 
search and t'evelopm&nt in education at every level and in both formal 
and nonforir.al learning situations. 

As principal sponsor of the NIE in Congress, I naturally have 
a deep commitment to seeing it move ahead, to help us improve the 
quality of learnings and Leaching in our schools, colleges and uni-^ 
versities and other educational institutions. 

And, although I have found it easy to disguise my enthusiasm 
for the vorks of Richard Ni^ion, I have been outspoken in my coimnen- 
dation of the President for l:aving first proposed r.he National 
Institute of Education. 

For you and I know that ve si::: ply do not do as good a job as 
ve ought to do in research on the learning and teaching processes. 

The National Institute of Education is aimed at helping 
make possible, through grants and contracts across the country, not 
only more and better research but more effective diss'^^mination of 
the results of the research so that they can make an impact in the 
classroom. 

The NIE has had, for a variety of reasons that I shall not here 
detail , some difficult tim.es in getting started and Congress has not 
been all that responsive to its picas. 

I V7as nonetheless happy to see tliat President Nixon in his special 



ncssr:ge education to Congress c^irlier this year indicated his con- 
tinuing support for the 'National In.l.ltutG of Education and I was glad 
also to see in the President's budget message a call for a $25 million 
supplemental for Fiscal 1974 and a request for $130 million for 
Fiscal 1975. 

I hope vex*y much that you in the /^jr:erxcan Association of School 
Adir.inistrators vrill give your strong support to the President's request 
in both these instances. I like to think that \;hen you get so:neone on 
the vrnite House '^Enc-rr.ies List*' urging you to support one of Mr. Kixon's 
requests, there nay be soir.ething to be said for it! 

The other development of vhich I \;ant to say a v:ord is the recent 
report of the National Coi:nission on the Financing of Pos tseccndary 
Education. 

That Corroiission was established in 1972 as part of the Education 
Amendments of tliat year. 

Tne Corrr.ission \:as auchc^rized in no sL-iall measure because of the 
frustration many of us on the coT-ittee vho vc-re vriting the [ligher 
Education Act felt at our lack of adequate data and of reasoned al- 
ternative rr^ethods of financing higher education. 

We felt that the Ajnerican university Cvorjriunity had really not 
done a respectable job in respect of v:hat one might call the economics 
of higher education. So v:e estsblished the CoriiTiission crr>.d charged it 
with the responsibility for looking at the field of financing not 
only higher education but postsccondary education, iii general. 

After 14 months of very hard v?ork, the 17 me.-abers of the Cor.r.iission 
of v:hom I v;as one- -completed our report and released it last month. 
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I should here point out that we did not, as such coirmis- 
sions nonrtally do, submit to the public a laundry list of 
laws Congress should pass to help postsecaidary education. 

Rather we proposed an analytical framework, an intellec- 
tual construct, if you will, a iDcthodology of enabling college 
presidents, state legislators, governors. Senators and Congress- 
men, all those with any responsibility for making decisions 
about the financing of postseondary education to do so more 
effectively and inore systerr.atically. 

For we cnir.e to the conclusion that it has become essential 
that those institutions of our society which both incarnate 
and advance reason should, with respect to decisions which 
affect their survival, be more rational. 

Both the passage of the NIE and the report of the National 
Coi?jnission on the Financing of Post secondary Education reflect 
what I take to be an increasing concern, at least on the part of 
Members of Congress, that v:e need to be much ir.ore thoughtful 
and systcrr.atic in our efforts to understand the effects on 
learning and teaching of the actions that we take, in particular, 
the CMpenditure of large amounts of public noney. 

And of course^ this sair^e motivation was what propelled 
me to offer and the cotriir.ittee to accept the amendnicnt authorizing 
the NIE to conduct a study of conipensatory education in the United 
States. 
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I "think that Al Qufc and I can both tell you that one of 
the reasons that v;e both, on the cojprnittce, had to wrestle 
so long and hard with the Title I fornula and of course \>e 
are not out of the v.^oods on that one yetl is that vv-»e simply 
lack adr-qv.ate InfonMat ion and analysis, the same kind of probleni 
that troubled us in 1972 as v;e sought to write a pro.^ram 
of general institutional aid for our colleges and universities. 

All I have just said has, I like to think, some significance 
for you as leaders in American education at a variety of levels. 

One of the lessons is that all of us vho rr.ake decisions 
about education nust be itiore reflective, ::iore systenatic, more- 
rational -.n what we seek to do. 

With public monies scarce and the deiTiands for such nonies 
rising both in n*r.r;b:!rs and in anount, it is essential than all 
of us vho are cedic-ited tc ir.provine the quality of education 
and videninr, access to it do the very best job that ve can with 
the resources that are available. 

And doing the best job that we .can in education ^r.eans at 
least, I respectfully su^^^v^est to you, thinking a. good deal 
nore about what ve are doing and why we are doing it. 

Only a few days ago v:c r-arked the anniversary of the 
birth of AbrahaiTi Lincoln and I think I c^r. tako no better 
tho'Kie for the serr/.on that I have just preached to you than 
the simple opening of the I-:ouse Divided Speech in 1S58. S^nd 
Lincoln: "If we could first knnw where we are, and whither we 
are tending, wc could better jud£;e what to do and how to do it.*' 
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1 hope I have given you sonc idea of what one 
Kenber of Congress thinks about vhere we are and whither 
we are tending in the field of Ajr.erican education. 

I hope that you as educators will help us as legislators 
better judge what to do and how to do it. 



